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Gary Mack 
KXAS-TV 
P.O. Box 1780 
Fort Worth, TX 75101 

Dear Gary?. 

The note you added to the copy of the JPL letter says that Mary Borman’s pix 
have been sent to her attorney for your use, I presume this means that you phoned him 
as I suggested and as a result are getting access to her copies of her pix. Fine! But 
this does not say anything about my suggestion that you ask her for a release. After 
reading' the Dallas response to your FOIA request I suggest that even if it now does 
not seem probable you ought still ask her for the release, which should be notarized, 
and accoma^ny it with the assurances of protection of all rights that you gave Byonson. 

Because all records relating to her and her pid are within one of my litigated 
requests, I'm sending copies to Jim Cesar. 

From the very first the handling of Moorman and her pix was passing strange and 
certainly out of the ordinary in any serious investigation. You may recall my 
handling of this in my third book, which is on the suppression of the photographic 
evidence. What wa3 strangest of all id the constant shuffling of it, ostensibly, 
when countless thousands of copies of pix were made, without anyone ever making any 
copies. Each time the Commission wanted to examine it they sent the FBI back for it 
and, dutifully, according to its disclosed records, it returned them. Ho disclosed 
Commission of FBIHQ record that I recall reports the making of any copies. Yet the 
kinds of crap that was corded! With three color prints by the FBI of each item of 
Commission evidence yet. ^his is even more exceptional because her pix show the 
President actually being killed and the background, including even muci)6f the building 
from which the FBI claims all shots were fired, at the very moment of the assassination 

Of course it is possible to think in terms of what the Dallas internal record 
relating to the unwanted Bronson movies and still says, that if a picture could not 
be used to identify Oswald the FBI regarded it as worthless. But there are problems 
with this, of ,.hich I cite two: the FBI's incredible collection of photographic junk 
and adherence to it3 first law, cover the Bureau's ass. To cover its ase it needed 
the best possible copies of her Polaroids. If my recollection is correct, and after 
all these years I can't be absolutely certain, I believe thit 3c Ivan BarreiSmade 
copies in Dallas, I think with a Speed Graphic camera, or with a large' negative. 

Before getting to the FBI's responses to your FOIA request, a bit more back- 
ground, Jack White's excellent enlargements, which for the first time convinced me 
that her third shot includes a clear image of a/ man' s face on the grassy knoll, 
where I said there was one in my first and second books and where the House committee 
concluded that a fourth shot came from. Among the reasons the FBI had from the very 
first moments to believe that there had been a shot from the front, or in general 
from the area included in her third picture, is the pressif conference of the Dallas 
doctors, for they said at least twice that the wound in the front of the President’s 
neck was a shot from the front. This v/as an area of great sensitivity to the FBI 
during the Commission's life. More detail if you ever want it on this. 

We have no way of knowing how closely the FBI has been keeping tabs on us and 
what we do, but there is reason to believe they have great interest and I do know 
that they have even kept tabs and files on students who were associated with me. 

They can be seriously embarrassed by our work and have been. And if you'll pardon 
my ellipsis, an FBI employee involved in my FOIA cases once blabbed, never expecting 
that it would get back to me. (He was moonlighting and while working for the parents 
of one of these students dropped a warning on the witching and keeping of records that 
in later life could hurt that particular student.) So, it is at least possible, and I 




am inclined to believe probable, that they are well aware of ack White s work o 
“looiman film and the results of the aborted computer ^hancement at HIT. I do 
not +hink it likely that after HIT confirmed one man in her picture on the knoll _ 
and said aether is probable from the computer enhancement it would drop P^ ect ’ 
confiscate the computer tape, which wasn't its to begin with, and then say they 
ie% everything if* anything was said publicly, without a word to the government. 

If this suspicion is correct, then the FBI has additional and motive 

for playing game's with you and your station. T£e Dallas response is subject to tms 
interpretation, whether or not that underlies io. 

The' FBIHQ response is not unusual. It is a form letter, new to me in that it 
sites SDIA section* (a)(6)U)(i). All that means i S that they are 7°^ 

their intent to comply with FOIA. They can comply ana refuse you everything. In 
fact the’' did not comply because more than 10 days elapsed. It interests me in 

22 JlL to tokfcmt » to- it do« it »t repU mbl 

the day after FBIHQ did and its letter is dated 20 days alter jour letter. 

What I would have expected Dallas to do would have been what was easiest for 
it arl^ould bfthfbest Sy of diverting you. I'd have expected the. to write you 
^ino. that they had sent all their assassination files to FBIHQ and have for 
that^reason referred your letter to FBIHQ. This is their basic position as well as 

a big lie. 

But they didn't do this. Nor did they do what their regulations require, make 
a search to determine whether tivey have responsive records. 

This can be pursuant to one of the FBI's newest tricks to make use^f K>IA^ 
cumbersome and costly and to discourage requesters and dexeat the Set. ' 
privacy and under a fairly new decision (AfllymsUa. ) clalIi that r 

of the existence of FBI files on a person invades that pecson s privacy. \ ha 
fhey saj abo^s, however, simply is not applicable : and, without any doubt at 
»ll the Dal" 1 as FBI office knows this. Whether or not Udo H. Spechr is s.ill the_r 
S’c!se and FOIPA. officer. The reason neither Act requires what they represent 
is th^fact that the FBI itself has disclosed that it has records on Wan, as 
did the Comudssion and the House committee, both with FBI as ^® nu “ ^ ® t ™^ ve 
g— eat public attention to her pix at the time ox th<; crime. So, why do they give 
h - _ w>10 g+ruck John and why did then not just forward your request to 

FBIHQ? And wgy, in ‘referring your station to FBIHQ and suggesting that . t J 
you con get to see the disclosed records is by going there, did they not toll yo 
what they know very well and. would have made them look better, particularly i 
decided to appeal^^and/ or litigate, that copies of these disclosed records are 

readily available at 1©0 a page? 

Why do they tell you what they know is a very big lie, that in order 'Jj 0 
copies ^f the records they know very well are already disclosed you have to have 

and file Moorman' s release? 

An obvious possible explanation is that they want to impress Jour stationjj 
with the amount of trouble and cost A facaC Another, and one I am 
favor, is ti-at they have something to hide xrom you. Ana I add, 1 ;55/ me » *^£^22 / 
and everything relating to Moorman and her picture is wit^my CAs 78-0.22/ 
0420 com bi na ed. (0322 is my Dallas request/ lixigi .ion.; 

Remember what I told you and sent you on the Dallas copies 3 hffact 
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and in particular there is no reference to any such tapes in any of the main 
assassination files,, Now I don't think for a minute that they did not expect me to 
prove beyond reasonable question that they made their dubs, yet they lied, expecting 
to get away with it, as to now they have, and ..’were unconcerned about my proving that 
they lied about what is material and swore to that lie. Ordinarily this is perjury# 

There as no doubt at all tliat Dallas had and has these tapes, and I am witliout 
doubt that the no^f everday search of tis indices will disclose exactly where it is. 

My first guess would be under the first index cardito be examined, D all as Police 
Department, 

-hj.s is why I suggested tliat your request include all see references to Mary 
Moorman,, By not filing what they did not want to let the Warren C ommission have 
in any main assassination file they effectively hid it. By not searching any records 
other than these same main files they effectively deny all others what they did not 
want the Co mm ission to have 0 Like the police tapes , ya better copy than the original 
Polaroid, etc 0 And anything they may have learned in any investigation, if they 
made one. (i think it more likely that if they made any investigation it was at a 
time when the FBI was being criticized rather than, at the time of the assassination.) 

They have also given you an extra trap. They tell you that if you file Moorman's 
release to file it with F3IHQ. If you do this all you'll get is what is already 
disclosed and nothing else because all that Dallas has sent to FBIHQ is what they 
sent for disclosure to me in this litigation. If you decide to get and file it, I 
suggest that you file the original with Dallas and send FBIHQ a xerox of it and 
your letter covering it to the Dallas office. You would then ask for a proper search, 
not limited to what was sent to FBIHQ in 1978 in my litigation (a little more was 
sent later, but no Moorman records) or to what was sent for the Commission, but 
all records on or about her and her pictures, including in particular any analyses 
or investigations relatingnto them. 

If you do not want to ask for a release you can write Dallas again, and I'd 
do tliis prior to appealing. Or you can even phone and say "Come on now, Udo old 
pal, where do you get off feeding us all that crap?" All you need gTlefe a is that 
the FBI has already disclosed that it has relevant records on Moorman and hence 
there is no privacy consideration. This does not mean, however, that there are not 
individual records for which a privacy claim ought not be asserted by the FBI, for 
their can be. Nor is her privacy the only possible consideration.If the cop she 
was running around with was a married man, he'd have privacy rights. But the Act 
provides for this and they withheld from the records as they disclose them anything 
of this character. If they want to abide by the Set. (Moreover, you have no interest 
in her private life. Your interest is in and what relates to her pictures.) 

What you told me when we spoke is an excellent and important illustration of 
why they hide what most people would believe they have np ^reason to hide hence are 
not hiding, what is clear on the better remote generation jof the police tapes you 
transcribed, the part that destroys the entire official account of what the late 
cop J.D. Tippit was doing at the time of the assassination. He was not home having 
lunch at 12:20. He was in his car and he answered a call from the dispatcher. (You 
forgot to send that portion of the transcript for me to forward to Be saro i«d 
also appreciate a dub of that portion of the tape.J also may be able to have a little 
done with this in Dallas and I may try. I'll let you know.) I don't think that even 
before a rubberstamp judge the FBI would want me to provide its transcript of those 
recorded broadcasts and what it omitted that is so significant. Remember, the directive 
from LJB was to investigate Tippit s killing, too. 

I don't know what your people want to do, hut I've taken this time because it can 
he important. One other possibility is to request copies of all records relating to 
the station and certain employees. Tliat might now be fun! 





